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7Cu:177ng your goodness, I am iiVe a mar
who turns a letter cier in his hand
And you might thinA this was because the hand
has unfamiliar but, truth is, the man
Na s never had a letter from anyone;
And now he is both afraid of what it means
4rd ashamad because he has no other means

Find out what it Says than to ask someone.

His :incie could have left the farm to him.

Or his parents died before he sent them word,
or trie dark girl changed and want him for belcced.
Afraid and letter-proud, he keeps It with him.
What would you call h7s feeling for the words
That 4eep him rich a,id orphaned and beloed'

William Meredtbb.
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Phonics Instruction

IrtY2dYctlPn

Reading instruction at the first grade level is inadequate in

meeting the needs of all students in an inner city environment.

The reading program is based on whole language techniques with a

smatterng of word attack skills that seem random aria

inconsistent. After three months of instruction, students have a

imited sight word vocabulary and limited skills in decoding

words, particularly in the phonetic realm. A child might be able

to use picture and context clues to come up with a word that

makes Sense but often is not the actual reading word. Other

districts promote more phonics based reading programs which

produce students who can successfully decode words and in

addition are more fluent readers than my own students. in

response to this difference, this study explores the success of

whole language and phonetic reading methods.

StateMent Of the PrO010M;

what is the position of phonics instruction or direct skill

-instruction within the context of a meaning based approach to

reading instruction? Phonics instruction refers to the part of

reading instruction that helps the learner understand that

letters in words represent speech sounds and which sound is

associated with which letter. Phonics is a strategy of sounding

out words or Syl Tables that have not been seen before. If the
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word Itself is ih the student's experience the student will he

able to label that e-per,ence with a specific word, Direct

instruction refers to the actual teaching of isolated reading

spi'ls n an explicit lesson, Meaning-based approach to reading

7s the act of creating mearing from a text. The whole language

approach supports this focus. Students learn to read, not as the

:ummulat:on of spit's acquired through direct instruction, but

practice acquired through experience in reading whole stories,

poems and ether units of reading.

Rationale

Reading proficiency is important to academic success in all

subject areas as well as for reading pleasure. The more

effecti.:ely a student can decode, comprehend and create meaning

from a text, the more proficient the child will be at reading.

Thus, an effective reading Grogram is fundamental for readers at

al' levels. Becomina a Natigp of Readers (19851 lays the

foundation that a phonics -only based reading program is not

enough to create meaning from print. In an effort to bring

meaning into reading, educators such as Goodman (1989) began to

develop alternative reading programs such as the -Whole language

approach which have emphasiZed comprehension. In the process,

or phonics instruction has often been ignored or even

e;irr, rated from read ng programs, even despite the recommendation
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'rom research that skills instruction has an important part in a

solid reading program. The issue becomes what is the position ',Dt

InSt/uLt,On in a meaning based approach to reading

instruction.

,Ilackgroun0

he debate on e4fe:t.ve reading strategies has been ongoing.

Ftr many years educators relied on the basal reader to teach

hiiden to read. Research indicated that many students were able

ph.lehicall, sound out words but had little or no

:imPfrenension of the text they were reading. In addition, bass'

readers were 'ten artificial and stilted in nature. The whole

language techniques were designed to give children real

literature which had meaning, This would serve to motivate

children to understand language Or language's sake and to better

_ompiehend text material

At its most extreme, whole language reading programs c ntain

little Or no phonetic decoding strategies resulting in a

Situation where students can perhaps comprehend the deeper

meaning of a text when read to but cannot decode enough words to

read the text independently. The question Is, therefore, what is

the balance point between phonetic or direct skill instruction

and whole language reading techniques that will best h&c,

7ircn reate meaning from a text'
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whole lanal,442e and LariguaRe fxPerlenct APPr.Paches

Stahl and Miller (19991 reviewed Studies of whole

language and language experience approaches and basal reader

approaches. They examined 49 studies on this topic. They reported

Pat. r Irdergarter whole language and !anguage experience

approaches may be more effective than in first grade, whereas in

first, grade tine approaches had similar results.

Downig as cited in Stahl & Miller, 19891 identified

three stages in reading: a cognitive phase, a mastering phase

and an automaticity Phase. The cognitive phase is the beginning

print awareness stage where words are linked to printed mater'a

as well as oral language. The whole language process as far as

etebein9 children to print appears to be more effective thar

tOnDn':5 pract,ce at this point.

The mastering phase Downing links with the beg,nnrng

stages of reading. Stahl and Miller found that at this stage

basal and whole language approaches become more equal in

effectiveness in student success, except in low income areas. In

low .s.:cioeconmumic communities, the basal approach is mnre

effective than whole language approaches.

4,tomaticity refers to the phase where swills are

prac.t ed uhtl they can be performed automatically. Because
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the roivearChers limited their study to kindergarten and first

grade, they could not evaluate the effectiveness of the basal or

whole language approaches.

he authors are cautious about some whole language

approaches. These approaches do not take into accow.t an

intermediate stage that chi'dren go through in wnich direct and

systematic phonics instruction assist them in mastering word

recognition. They recommend that good reading instruction should

include the goal that children become effective 'n creating

meaning from texts in addition to the goal of having direct skill

instruction and reading aloud to children.

One of the limitations that Stahl and Miller point out

with the meta analysis is that it was limited to studies of

indergarten and first grade. whole languageflanguage exper?ence

approaches may be more effective once children have emerged from

the mastering stage.

Another limitation was that ressarchers often use

ethnographic studies to support whole language approaches which

are broad based in scope. Stahl and Miller suggest limiting

future research to isolated components of beginning reading

programs.

Heading Achievement

E'drege (1991) compared students in a modified whole

language classroom which had i5 minutes of phonics instruction a

1 1
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day with stude!f7, in a basal reading program. He found that the

students io the modified whole language classroom made greater

jalns in phonics, vocabulary, reading comprehension, and total

reading achievement than students in the basal program.

Ncholosonrs ,1991) study, reevaluated the research study

rennetn Goodman ;as cited by Nicholoson1. Goodman found that

frli!dren made 60%-80% fewer errors when reading words in context

as compareil with reading words in an isolated list. Nicholson

wanted to see if the effect of order had anything to do with

3,:,(Imar's results. Goodman had children read a list of words and

then read the words in context. Nicholson conducted two

eperlments. In the first he switched the order of Goodman's

experiment by having children read the target words n context

and then in list form. Here, he found that children's Scores were

higher when reading the lists. In the second experiment,

Nicholson replicated the order of Goodman's experiment and found

results similar to Goodman's. This, Nicholson reported, Indicates

that the classic study of Goodman overemphasized the positive

effects of context.

Nicholoson selected 100 students from two suburban schools

in a regional city of New Zealand. The schools drew on a wide

socioeconomic base. The subjects included 32 siw-year olds. 34

sever year olds, and 34 eight-year olds. There were 53 girls and

A' boys. within each age group, there were similar numbers of

it
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good, aN.erage, and poor readers, as determined on the basis of

reading levels provided by the schools. These scores were chec...ked

for a:curacy against the prose test that was within the study.

Children were asked to first read passages in COntet and

then read the same material in list form. This was done opposite

to what Goodman had done 'n his original study. The passages were

ustrated, just as the were in the first study. The lists were

the passages typed backwards with the last word to the c'rst 1r

vert'Cal columns. Children were tested individually and given

reading passages that matched their reading ability. The passage

was read one day and then a few days later the child read the

,st form.

The tests were scored by marking all errors except se'f-

corrections. Omissions and additions were considered errors.

Differences in error scores were compared in terms of raw Score

dIfferences and percent gains. T-tests were used to analyze

scores.

The results indicated that the average 6- and 7-year c'd

readers made significant gains when reading the words in contest.

the 6- and 7-year old good readers, as well as the 8-year old

average made no significant gains, and the 8-year old good

readers gained significantly when reading the words in list form.

Nicholson then repeated the same test except reversed the

rrder of the tests. First he had children read the llst forms and

then read the prose passages. Ninety-seven students were used
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from a different suburban school in the same city as In

experiment 1, The students came from a predominately middle-class

base. The group included 33 six-year olds, 34 seven year olds,

and 33 e)ght-year olds. There were 47 girls and 50 boys.

The reading levels were checked for poor, average, and high on

the basis of senior staff judgement and school test scores as

well as the prose test within the study.

'ee design and procedure was the same as the first except

that the list and context order was reversed and that the six-

;ear olds 'n this study were tested within the same week whereas

tk)e seven and e'ght-year olds had to wait longer to be retested.

'e scores were analyzed in the same manner as the first.

The results showed that most groups made significant gains

in reading the words when in context except for the 7- and 9-

year c.'d goon readers. They showed no significant gains.

As Nicholson suggests, Goodman's findings might have o,er

emphasized the effects of context. Good readers do not seem to

rely jn context as much as poor readers which Perhaps means that

they are relying on other decoding skills to get at the word.

Byrne and Fielding- Barnsley (1991) found that training In

phoneme identity increased preschoolers' achievement in

identifying Phonemes. In addition, the trained group achieved

higher reading scores cn the word identification. A small group

of students, though, who d'd well in identifying phonemes did

poorly on the word recognition test. The researchers concluded

14
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that knowledge e4 phoneme identity and knowledge of letter sounds

are necessary but not sufficient conditions for ac, r)ng

functional use of the alphabetic principle.

Reutzel and Cooter (1990) compared two basal reading

:lassrooms with two whole language classrooms to find out if

reading achievement differed between the two groups. They found

that students taught bywhole language approaches had comparable

better sc)res on traditional reading achievement tests than

students taught by basal reading approaches.

PhonetY, Instruct ton

Poor-man, Francis, LibermarH 8 Novy (1391) in a study Cf si

first grade classrooms showed that when teachers used more

letter-sound instruction in teaching reading, student scores

Improved from 20% to 51% accuracy in reading irregular words from

the beginning of the year to the end of the year. Whereas those

classrooms using less letter-sound instruction only improved from

17% to 35%. In addition, in reading regular words. those classes

using more letter-sound instruction moved from an accuracy rate

of 31% to 82%, whereas those that did not Increased from 30% tc

62 %.

P-act1CPS lr theclaSSroom

3r off 11992) points put that the furor over whether pr.cmis

7 nstr uct on helps reading achievement has forced educators to

15
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':)ox at phonics programs and improe and change to provide a

better program.

There are four areas of growth that Sirctf identifes. The

first is linguistic accuracy. Former basal readers and

instructor's manuals had errors which 1-nguists ldent'`i ed as

weak phonics 'r1StrUCt1Cr. As a result, publishers nave hired

ng. St1.7. TA.. make sure that these errors are caught and weeded

Se ;rid, because of the attacks against phonics iostructIon,

educators hae come to have a more realistic Judgement on what

phoneti_ soIlls can do for reading achievement. Phonics kep

a child to make an approximata pronounciation of a new word, but

can not be erpected to apply to all words.

Third. cnxerlearning a rule IS still a prc'b'em. Because

teachers are unsure when a child has learned a rule, they make

Sure that each chi'd learns everything even though a child may

already xnow the rule. Groff recommends more reliable, valid and

systematic testing that can aid the teacher in moving more

rapidly through a phonics program.

Fourth, explicit phonics instruction does not seem to impede

development of phonics skills and so teachers can use impl cit

and explicit phonics instruction to enhance reading achievement.

Groff concludes that rather than ask the duesticr of whether

L)hnnCS sh,-,u'd he taught the Question should be how.

If;
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Trachtenburg (19901 argues that effective reading programs

:ombine the strengths of both whole language and phor_s

Persre:ti.es. She recommends a whole-part-whole sequence In

teaching reading in which first there Is a reading, comprehending

and enjoy,ng a literature selection, then a focused phonic/skill

'nstructicri component, and finally, applying the new phonic skill

to reading another literature selection.

Trachtenburg cautions that phonics instruction should aim

tea:h only the most important and regular sound-symbol

-e'atijnsnip and this approach should be used discriminatng'y

and selectively. In other words, teachers should apply direct

Instruitior as needed.

Spiegel 119921 lists the benefits of whole language and

direct instruction and makes suggestions on how to combine the

two, According to Spiegel, whole language has liberated teacherE.

3rd -r.Ildren to use a variety of materials and activities to

'tteracy and play with language. Furthermore, whole

'angvage has brought together three components cf literacy,

wr'ting, children's literature, and authentic forms of

assessment.

Splege' also points out the advantages of systematic direct

instruction of skills, With direct instruction teachers can use

goal - oriented lessons to provide students with reading strategies

and enough practice to apply those strategies effectively. In

addition, lower socioec °norm.: children who do not have a.:.cess to

17
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VIrt r'h 3rd llterite environments, ha.e a more difficult time

at acquiring the skills necessary to read. They need the benefits

sk'll isructcr tc help them break the code of

reading,

-,:frl,:7r'ng the two approaches, Spiegel suggests that

1/reot 7rStrur,t70n does not need to be a skill and drill aporcaon

but ,:an ce appl'ed with authentic, whole materials. Furthermore,

whole language advocates making full use of the teachable moment.

U'rert ,rStrU;t1Or can make full use cf this important learning

pro(.es5 he a'sc prowiding in o)ra'l scope of where students

and teachers are heading and ensure that s'elIls are covered to

erat'e :h?l'veo to real.

mcrylk..ken 1 mcCraci.wo /l262: states that phohicS deals with

the sJurols of the language and chat children need to learn to use

the sounds to create meaning from words and passages. In teaching

how print works, she oointS out three components' One, the Sound-

letter relaticrch'p, two, the sequencing of letters, 3rd finally.

tre ritterns that are 'n words. These skills need to be taught

ll'e:tly and then put Into practice.

Arthur Heilman ('989) says that phonics is not a method of

teaohrg but rather a way a child so/lies a word that is not a

wred and Should be thought of ai one ritrltegy n he'plrg

s'e beg "'Ty realer decode "ew e understands that

mein.g but rm!. that learning to read

's more than Chit. ror, the beginning reader Can understand what

1 f.
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words mean but haS difficulty identifying what the wcrd is.

Heilman identifies three skills a child needs to acquire in order

to help him decode words. One, the child should master and apply

letter-sound relationships. Two, a child needs to en! arge her

sight ord .ocabulary and three, a child should use context clues

tc prcflide solutions to new words. Heilman says several times

that the optimum amount of phonics instruction a child should

eceie, is the minimum amount a child needs to become a-

'ndependant reader.'

Research results are miwed on which approach Is more

effectie in reading achievement, whole language or phonics. CO"

example, Reutzel and Cooper found that whole language classrooms

had hisiier reading achievement scores whereas Foorman et. a'.

showed that more letter -sound instruction classrooms had better

results.

Part of the difficulty lies in that researchers seem to

think it is an either/or proposition rather than seeng both as

Parts of the whole. Each has its place in assisting the beginning

reader to take a text and derive meaning from it.

Stahl and Miller's study points to various stages of reading

,r1 whTr one approach is more effective in one stage and ano*.ner

is more effective in another. Although a bridge between the two

approaches begins to be built in that each has its season, there

n
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still a sense, after reading their study that the approaches

car not be used simultaneously.

Byrne and Fie'dirg-Barnsley's conclusons should direct

ators toward weaving the two approaches together. While

phonics 's imp:)rtart_ it needs to be one of v3r'OUS strategies to

asset the ear'r reader within a meaning based reading

structtlnal program.

protlem seems to be the biases cowards and against

the .ariJus approaches. For example, many whole language

cr,:pone-ts fear that there will be a reversal to the drill and

practices of earlier years. As Groff points out, phonics

instruction has developed and matured over the years. One good

charge is that many teachers have a more realistic view of what

0YlnicS Car really achieve and see that it. 's not a magical

forft414,

As traOhtenbUrg, Spiegel, McCracken, and Wellman all Say,

reading instruction needs to combine the best of both. Both

strategies give the beginning reader skills needed to decode new

words and create meaning out of a text. Some children will need

more phonic skills and others will need more real literature

experier.e to become better readers, but all children need the

whole program rather than just part of the program to be

successful.

There are few studies to show what the effect of phonics is

within a whole language, meaning based Instructional program.

211
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E'credge's study attempted to cross that bridge by comparing a

modifled whole language classroom with a basal approach. His

results indioate that indeed a combination of the two seems to be

more effe:t've trap just a straight basal classroom. This present

study seeks to discover whether phonics instruction ma:es a

d.frerehfte within a whole language classroom.

methods and Procedures

Twenty-sl students from a low, urban socioeconomic schccl

we.e Pre- tested on three tests: a phonics test, a reading test,

lnd a reading comprehension test. The phonics test came from the

,Tudent's Houghton Mifflin placement survey booklets. The teacher

said a word and children were to circle the correct word. 'he

ph2cet-c ,k..11 was blends to which the children had had no

e*Pos :re to up until this time. The phonics test was gi:en In a

gro,r setting. The reading test was of a never seen before text

4,'].r Their Houghton M'ffIn reader. Each ohi'd read the oumplete

tet wrile teacher recorded miscues.

The first reading passage contained 177 words. Scoring

n rived marking all errors including omissions in which words

were skipped because of difficulty or not being noticed and

substitutions in which text was replaced by other words.

rrect,cns were not counted as errors.

Students were placed into two heterogeneous groups. Group A

received two weeks of Instruction on using context clues to

21
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rreate mear!rg from the tewt. Group B received two WOPIS r,

OhOn7CS 1rStruCtIOr of the blends ch, wh, sh, and th. Students

were rnSt taught to recogr17.7e the blend, then use It In deCcx.17,17,

words, and then app;ying their new skills In texts that they were

yeadIng.

At the end of two weeks, both groups were tested on a

c-mcwirs and readIng. Aga'n the phonics test came from the

student's placement survey booklet and the text, had rot beer read

before. The teat this trrre contained 19e words,

Paw scores were averaged 4:Dr each group and tnP standard

de.'at;-n

P.e

Grout; A

Ph.,r1cS Test
Post

peading
Pre

64/177

Test
Post

40/196

$.! 17721 20/21 21/777 51/796

$7 19/21 18/21 15/177 15/196

$13 15:21 16/21 68/177 74/196

1115 17/21 19/21 32/177 30/196

1116 19/21 20/21 6/177 1/136

017 18/21 20/21 19/177 20/196

1119 19/21 18/21 41/177 49/196

020 7/21 15/21 80/177 66/196

023 13/21 18/21 66/177 42/196

027 15/21 21/21 53/177 75/196

n = 10 n ; 10-
x = 15.9 x = 18.5

SD = 3.5 SD ; 1.8

11

x = 42.27 x = 43.45
SD = 24.11 SD = 16.34
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Group

$1 17/21 21/21 17'177 '95
$7 2E/195.

17/21 16/21 591177 47 1n
OE 20/21 27'177 '3'195

$9 2121 21 21 196

1116 15'21 16/01 35 177 42'196

011 12/21 12/2,1 44/1'7 61/19C

014 16/21 '6/21 50/177 57/19F,

0'9 17/21 20/21 69/177 55'195

02, '4121 15/21 44/177 51195

025 64'196

$26 14'21 20/21 '9117' 211195

'6/21 2(.:' 21 25/'9,5

.

p ti 13

1P r is 34,46
nn 3D 2.27 21.11'9

Pb-

The_ resIts indicate that there wis an 'ocreaoe 'r Gro4, rro

phonlf..s stores and a slight. IncreaSe 1M reading scores, 7.15

group was not exposed to any phorics ric.truction wIth)r tnat txx

wet: tame period except for two 40 minute t-me periods 'n a

.7Tputer lab which exposed all students 'h this eperlmext

-itial consonants.

Group B's phonics scores show there was an increase and the

reading scores seemed tc. have stayed static. Again, this group

received thirty minutes of phonics instruction a day within a

meaning based reacting program.
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The biggest drawbaci, of this study was the length of time.

weeP.S 's not enough time to give a clear picture of how

effe(t7,e direct phonic instruction is. :n future studies a

flyer time period of perhaps several months or ever a year wou'd

be more appropriate.

'sera'' this study indicates that there seems to he f)

Offererse made wlth phonetic instruction. Yet, as students were

be !hg tested, it W3S clear that most students, t(:th in 4

Co3up B. were using sounding out s is to Isist them in

Lddinj wLifds. The best readers used a clomblhat';in o4

the 'N.:, middle group either used context Or phonics

:t.Ytegies to attack an unfamiliar word, and the lowest group

',eemed t') rely on phonics as their on'y strategy. In addition,

this lowest group would only use phonics strategies on the

'f- ;t'17 :.onstorant and they guess at the word rather than

attemng to sound out the whole word. This was in contrast to

the high grout, and some of the middle grout; students who would

sound out the whole word. Two students, who were Int7a11 part

C4 the study, were dr()piped because they were unable to read any

Part of the text e'cept for some isolated words. Of these two

Lhi:dre, one child has been absent. 38 days of the first 9b days

sThool and the second has been in school 20 days. Both

hildren spent limited time in kindergarten. Both have had litre

ecposure to literature and even less of phonics instruction.

9A
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and tt is study d( not 1,,,Ow as vet any tr

cipnclosi.k. results that either phchics ..)r whole language methodt

are better. Rather, it points toward an integratect reading

)ere both are part dr a Program itJ help a ,t

_rests meariog frm a tcyt. whole language methods hale ddrie

Si.drier great servioeb in that 't allows children to P'aY w'tri

la-gvage, see the larger picture, and enjoy literature. But

tru...t' s its place as well, It gives crillrer

ls td deeipher a tewt and begin becoming indeberlant readers-

at children use syme form of priories to help them de:ode new

w.rds seems evident but how much phidnics a child reeds in order

become a better header 's yet drilear. As this stud) iih s6,

thirty ihuteh a day additional phonics instruction does not seem

"'ar'e great difference. Su perhaps a shcgrter amp ht ,f time

cid be sufficient.

:n rewiewirog various phonics programs, the MeCra:ers

at;rroac-, to phonioS seems to be sound. They see phoics with n

tne spelling program and that actual inhtructlOral time tie h

mi;re than five minutes per da). Then, the child is to apply what

was taught in reading and most especially in writing. The

reasoning behind this is that phonics gives a child some building

bluovs to move forward in the reading and writing process.

Whether five minutes of phonics instruction is sufficient.,

Particular') in low-income teaching environments, is perhaps

debatable. Although, the ideal amount of time to spend or phonics

fi
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unclear, t e reasoning for proru.s ;if Year. :t should

he seen as a tool to felp the beginning ,eaCer tn (:feate meaning

frum a text. Th's Is poss/tle - the pr09"3M IS embedded

rl a ell rPurdel, iteratufe and print rt.,. reading

e" sert,

2f;
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Appendix 4

Sample of Phonics Test
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onsonant Clusters

I. 0 fray 0 play 0 stay 0 bray

2. 0 puck 0 pulp 0 pump 0 punt

3. 0. camp 0 catch 0 canned Q cast

4. 0 thick 0 pick n flick 0 stick

5. 0 fill 0 fig f fist 0 fib

I.
,---5

pray
,,

flay (,,,mray ,,) h) day rQ sway

, n frame c._.-,) flame Q shame 0 game

3. ,3 bent ,_, best 0 beck 0 bench

4. bud
,---,L.) but (Thc) bunk n buil

5. 3 frank 0 plank 0 thank 0 flank

N. 1 . cab

2. 0 shook
3. n stay
4. 0 sled
5. 0 pale

cad

brook

O bray

O fed

0 bale

L 1. n fray , shay

2. flaw 0 craw
3. 0 drill 0 still
a. chide Q slide

Q stall ; gall

6. 0 smog 0 bog.v....

cap

O nook
gray

O bed
O shale

O bray
O paw

chill

0 tide
O squall

0 flog

O cask
0 cook
0 hay
O wed
0 scale

0 clay
0 thaw
O grill
O pride

0 wall
0 cog
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Appendix B

Sample of Reading Test
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Read the story. Then circle the answers to

the questions.

Mr. Robot
"Come in. Bear!" said Duck.

"You're just in time for lunch."

"What do you have here. Duck?"

asked Bear.

"This is Mr. Robot!" said Duck.

"He's going to work for me. He will

make a nice lunch for us.

Mr. Robot, go get lunch."

"I like Mr. Robot." said Bear.

He can make lunch for me anytime!

May I please have a little more?"

"You may have all you want, Bear,"

Duck said. "Go. Mr. Robot. Bring

Bear some more lunch."

Ins
LITERARY READER 1300K 1 PLACEMENT SuRVEr 7
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"This is fun, Duck!" said Bear.

"Mr. Robot makes a good lunch."

"Would you like some more?"

asked Duck.

"Oh, no. thank you." said Bear.

"I have had much too much lunch!"

Duck said. "You may go now, Mr.

Robot. W don't need any more

lunch."

"Duck!" said Bear. "Look at Mr.

Robot now. He's bringing us some soup!

"No. Mr. Robot!" said Duck.

"I didn't ask you to bring us soup.

We don't want any more lunch!"

"Duck!" said Bear. "Look at Mr.

Robot now. He's bringing us more lunch!"

"Oh. no! Oh. no!" said Duck.

"Why are you doing this, Mr. Robot?

You are bringing too much!

We don't want any more lunch!"

8 PLACEMENT SURVEY LITERARY READER BOOK


